On Christian non-resistance to evil with evil


	 (From a letter to an American friend Ernest Crosby.)

	People typically bring up this hypothetical situation: “What should you do when a bandit kills, or rapes, a child before your eyes, and you can't save the child any other way rather than by killing the bandit?”

	It is typically assumed that the answer to this question cannot be any other than you must kill the bandit to save the child. But the reason why we are so ready, quick and decisive, to give this particular answer is because we are used to act this way in the situations when a neighboring country extends its borders to the detriment of ours, or even when we’re defending the fruits of our garden from having stolen by a passer-by.

	It is assumed that it is necessary to kill the bandit in order to save the child. But if you only think for what reason would you act this way, whether you are a Christian or not, you can’t help but realize that such an act cannot have reasonable grounds, and is only considered necessary because 2000 years ago such conduct was considered fair, and people got used to react this way.

	Why would a non-Christian, defending a child, kill the bandit? Let’s even skip the fact that, when killing the bandit, you are killing him for certain, although personally you do not know, up to the last moment, whether the bandit would actually kill the child or not. Not talking about that injustice, who can decide if the life of the child is more important, worthier, than the life of the bandit? Because, if you are not a Christian, - do not believe in God, do not recognize the meaning of life being in the fulfillment of God’s will, - then your actions can only be guided by calculation, i.e. by justification of which life of two is more profitable for yourself and for other people: the continuation of the life of the bandit or that of the child? Yet, in order to decide on that, you need to know what would happen to the child whom you would save, and what would the bandit become, if you do not kill him? But that you cannot know. Therefore, if you are not a Christian, you do not have any reasonable grounds for saving the child by the death of the bandit.

	And if you are a Christian, - and therefore recognize God and the meaning of life in the fulfillment of His will, - then no matter what scary bandit would attack whichever innocent and lovely child, you have even less grounds to commit, by transcending the Law given to you by God, that same act over the bandit that the bandit was going to do over the child. You may beg the bandit, you may throw your own body between the bandit and the victim, but the only thing you cannot commit is: to consciously violate the Law of God given to you, the fulfillment of which constitutes the whole purpose of your life.

	It is still possible that, regardless of whether you are a pagan or a Christian - based on your wrong upbringing, or due to your carnality - you will kill the bandit not even to save a child, but defending yourself, or even defending your wallet. But that would never mean that it is what one must do or must persuade himself and others that this is what is necessary to do. This would only mean that, despite the outer upbringing and the affinity to Christianity, the habits of the Stone Age are still so strong in you that you can do the acts that have long been reproved by your own conscience.

	“The robber, in front of my eyes, is killing a child, and I can save the child by killing the robber; therefore, in some cases it is necessary to resist evil with violence.”

	“A man’s life is in danger, and he can only be saved by my lie; therefore, in some cases need to lie.”

	“A man dies of hunger, and I cannot save him but by stealing; so in some cases need to steal.”

	I recently read a story by Koppe, where a man kills his insurance agent, and thus saves his family and its honor. So in some cases need to kill!

	Such hypothetical cases, and the reasoning derived from them, only prove that there are still people who know that it is not good to steal, lie, or kill, but who do not want to stop doing that so much that they use all the powers of their minds to justify those acts.

	There is no moral rule against which it would be impossible to come up with a situation where it is difficult to decide what is more moral: to transgress the rule, or to keep it. The same is with the question of non-resistance to evil with violence. People know it is wrong; but they are so eager to continue living by violence that they use all the powers of their minds - not for understanding of all the evil that’s produced and continues to be produced by accepting after a person the right to use violence against another - but to defend that right. But such hypothetical cases by no means prove that the rules requiring that one must not lie, steal, or kill would be unfair."

	 Leo Tolstoy

	1896

	(This letter got immediately viral in Russia and abroad. But it was published for the only time by Russian press in a posthumous edition of complete works by Lev Tolstoy composed by S. A. Tolstoy, and has been completely eliminated by Russian censorship in all subsequent editions. The only fragment of this letter is found in the biography of Leo Tolstoy by P. Birjukov.)





